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SOME NATIONAL REACTIONS TO THE ACQUISITION
OF TEXAS, 1836-1846

CHAPTER I
THE ANNEXATION OF TEXAS BY THE UNITED STATES

Texas, one of the Eastern Interior Provinces of Yexico,
continued to develop rapldly from 1820 to 1830, a result
much induced by the invitation which Mexico extended to
Immigrants.e In 1830, so strong a colony existed 1n Texas
that Mexico became alarmed, and forbade the furtner import-"
ation of settlers from the Unlted States. This aroused the
Texans, since they were cut off from their friends and re-
latives. This was not the entertalnment, says Yoakum, the

Texas historian, to which they had been invited.

Texas Galns Her Independence

Thus 1t became the great object of Texans to obtailn
autonomy in government. Stephen F. Austin was despatched
to Mexico in 1833, to secure, if possible, the separation
of Texas from Coahuila, to which 1t had been attached since
1827. The Mexlcan government regarded this desire as re-
bellious, but offered no remedy to the grievances of the

peoplee.

1 Lyon G. Tyler, The Letters and Times of the Tylers,
II, 253. —




In 1835 Santa Anna, at the point of the bayonet,
reduced the sovereign States to departments, and dissolved
the Leglislature of Coahulla and Texas. The Texans flew to
arms, Santa Anna Invaded Texas, and the war of independence
had begun. It was terminated on the field of San Jaclinto
on April 21, 1836. The United States recognized the inde-
pendence of Texas the following year.

Texas asked to be annexed to the Amerlcan Union, but
President Van Buren refused on the grounds that 1t would
involve the United States in a war witn Mexico. In September,
1837, Jonn Quincy Adams spoke against the annexation of Texas
on constitutlional grounds. In October, 1838, the offer of
annexatlon was withdrawn by the Texas government.

Between October, 1838, and the arrival in Washington
of James Rellley, the Texan Representative, in the spring
of 1842, annexation was not an active issue., Adams was
chairman of the Foreign Relatlions Committee during the
twenty-slixth and twenty-seventh Congresses, and he was ever
watchful of Texan and Mexican affairs. Ie hated Andrew
Jackson, and held Tyler 1n such contempt that he considered
him unworthy of notice. Adams consldered Waddy Thompson,
newly appointed minister to Mexico, as an annexationist,
although Lyon G. Tyler asserts that Thompson was selected

2
by President Harrison, and was not Tyler's cholce.

2 Ibid., 16.



When Mr. Tyler became President, Texas had for five
years preserved her autonomy in deflance of Mexlco. During
that time not once did Mexlco invade Texas soll. The
massacres and cruelties of the Alamo and Goliad, and the
policy of plurdering and thieving by small bands of ran-
cheros from the Rlo Grande, bespoke ¥exico. The wonder 1s,
says Tyler, not that the Unlted States should have annexed
Texas, but that the whole world should not have interfered
wilth arms 1n Mexico's tyrannical course. He further declares
as follows:

Von Holst and other writers of that 11k
represent the settlement of Texas as a well
understood conspiracy to snatch that territory
from Mexico. There 1s not a word of truth in
it. Had they been treated properly, the
Texans would never have thought of independ-
ence. But with what grace does Von Holst
except Adams from that conspiracy? Jackson
certalnly wanted for his own glory to annex
Texas, but to argue a purpose to augment
the slave=-power is as sensible as supposing
that he hanged Ambrister and Arbuthnot for
that purpose; or that his proclamation in
1833 against the nullifiers was to induce
a Southern confederacy. It seems altogether
proper that the ablest writer of the old
Federal school should be a native of the
despotism of Germany. Von Holst denounces
the violence of Southern men, when his own
language at times would put to blush the
most approved flreater, who 1s equally a
denizen of all countries. A falir writer would
say, on the whole, that Southern literature
bears about the same comparison in this res-
pect with Northern (vide - Von Holst, Adams'!
Memolrs, etc., etc.) that the cool-headed
Southern Presidents, Washington, Jefferson,
Madison, Monroe, and Tyler do, with the
hot-headed Adamses .

3 Ibid., 252-54.



Tyler Proposes Annexation by Treaty

Scarcely had John Tyler seated himself in the White
House, when Henry A. %ise, one of his most intimate pol=-
itical friends, advised him to obtain Texas as soon as
possible. The new President concurred in the advice, and
a few months later wrote the following to Daniel Webster,
the Secretary of State:

I gave you a hint as to the possibility
of acquiring Texas by treaty ==-- I verily be-
lieve 1t could be done === Could the north be
reconclled to it would anything throw so
bright a lustre around us? It seems to me
that the great interests of the north would
be incalculably advanced by such an acquis-
ition =-- How deeply interested 1s the shipping
interest? Slavery =-- I know that 1is the object-
ion ==- and 1t would be well founded 1f it diad
not already exist among us =-- but my bellef
Is that a rigid enforcement of the laws
against the slave trace, would make in time
as many free states, south, as the acquisition
of Texas would add to slave states =-- and
then the future (distant 1t might be) would
present wonderful results.4

Tyler's real motive in desiring to make the acquis-
ition was apparently an ambition to do something brilliant
for the country and gain fame in its history. Such an
achlievement, he doubtless hoped, would give him that per-
sonal followling in the nation which he desired to acquiree.
Because he was unable to please elther Democrats or Whigs
as a party man, he thought he could please them all as

Americans by identifying himself with something of

4 J. L. Smith, The Annexation of Texas, 103.




nonpartisan value.

However, one finds that Tyler's cabinet was not in
harmony on annexation. Secretary of State Webster, for
example, was opposed to slavery and Southern dominatione.
He considered the port of San Francisco worth twenty tlmes
the whole of Texas. Thus, Tyler could only wait and feel
about for elements of support.

Early in the winter of 1842-43, several members of
Congress let the Presldent know that they favored the
annexation of Texas., Nicholas Biddle,‘head of the United
States Bank, also made it krown that he favored the annex-
ation even though he was a Northern man. Le further stim-
ulated Tyler by polinting out as a matter of great importance
that the acquisition would give the United States a sub-
stantial monopoly of cotton, which meant not only a guar-
anty of Southern prosperity, but a rope around the neck of
the foreign nation most to be feared, Great Britian.5

In Vay, 1843, Webster resigned as Secretary of State,
and Judge A. P. Upshur of Virginila succeeded to that post.
Only a month prior to this, Van Zandt described Upshur as
the best possible man to succeed Webster 1n so far as the
interests of Texas were concerned. Upshur, according to Van
Zandt, had the nerve to take responsibility and act with
decisione. Vebster himself admitted later that no better

5 1lbld., 109.



cholce was possible.

In the spring of 1843, something very suggestive
occurred. An abolitlon movement suddenly made its appear-
ance In Texas. Many of the Southern papers were alarmed
by it, and the news spread rapidly North. By many Amer-
icans, England was believed to be behind the movement to

free the slaves. The Baltimore American, for example,

declared that should the scheme be carried out, Texas would
naturally drift into British control. Thus, England could
use her effectively against us in time of war.

It 1s evident that the Texas 1ssue stirred the United
States more and more from the close of 1841 to the early
months of 1844, Tyler, Gilmer, Adams, and his assoclates,
the leglslatures of States, the administration journals,
Yebster, and Walker, all concurred in giving noti:e that a
move in the cause of annexation was soon to te made. On
the third of November, 1843, Upshur received five despatches
from We S Murphy, the American representative in‘Texas.

One informed him that no American vessels were then engaged

in the Gulf trade. This meant an increase of British
prestige and influence in that quarter. Another despatch
stated that Elliot, the British minister, had urged the

Beales claim with much earnestness. A third contained a
newspaper that, in Murphy's opinion, was turning the affect-
ions of the people of Texas from the United States to England.

A fourth despatch had a good deal to say about the abolition



designs of the British government. More important, however,
was a fifth despatch, for it covered a transcript of the
correspondence that had passed between Elliot and Jones,
the Texas Secretary of State, with reference to the truce
with Mexico. it 1s to be remembered that Texas and lexico
signed an armlstice on Kebruary 15, 1844. A revival of the
movement to annex Texas to the Unlted States brought an end
to this armistice a few months later.6

After President Houston had been assured that the United
States really meant business, he sent to the Congress of
Texas on January 20, 1844, hils secret annexation message.
The real object of the message was an appropriation to cover
the expenses of an additional agent to the United States
should certain contingencies happen.v Five thousand dollars
was appropriated for thils purpose, and J. Pinckney Henderson
was appolinted to jolr Van Zandt in "ashlington to try to draw
up an annexation treaty. Thelr instructions were to try to
obtain from the United States before beginning negotlations
as full a guarantee as possible on the questlon of protection
against Mexico. On April 12, 1844, the treaty of annexation

8
was signed in Washington.

6 Re N. Richardson, Texas The Lone Star State, 1l64.

7 FEenderson Yoakum, History of Texes, II, 427.

8 L. J. Wortham, A History of Texas, IV, 147.




The Annexatlon Question 1s Thrown Into National Politics

As the Presldentlal campaign of 1844 drew near, 1t was
seen that Lenry Clay would be the standard-bearer for the
Whig Party. The situation was very different with the Demo-
crats. Almost lmmediately after Harrison's victory in 1840,
Van Buren began campalgning for the nomination in 1844.
During the three years that followed, conventlions in twenty-
four of the twenty=-six States voted for him. MNore than
three=fourths of the twenty-six States instructed the de-
legations to vote for Van Buren in the coming national
convention of the party. However, tnis apparent unanimity
was far from belng real.

Tyler, finding that even the ¥assachusetts "higs were
against him, despite Webster's great influence, tirned to-
wards the Democrats for support. But the Northern wing of
that party feared that hls return to it would injure Van
Buren's prospects, and gave the Presldent a cool shoulder.
Kepresentative Cave Johnson declared that the whole pat=-
ronage of the government was being thrown in favor of annex-
atlon and ageinst Van Buren. Tyler opposed Van Buren's
nomination because he feared that Van Buren would not
support the annexatlion 1issue.

Calhoun also had reasons for being against Van Buren.

Ee, as Tyler, belleved in State-rights and slavery, and he

hated the tariff with real bitterness. There was 2lso a



long=-standing feud between him and Van Buren.

Besides Tyler and Calhoun, Cass, K. M. Johnson, and
Buchanan were Presidential asplrants. Iach latored in his
own interests, and each worked agalnst Van Buren. As far
back as 1843, Calhoun men were to bte found in the South and
Southwest who vowed that they would vote for the Whlg can-
didate rather than to support Van Buren.

Henry Clay had been studying the annexation question
very seriously. He had traveled through the South and found
out, at New Orleans, that the United States was trying to
annex Texas. Clay issued a statement to the papers in which
he denounced Tyler for trying to do this. Ir. Clay declared
that by the treaty of 1803, the United States obtained =
title covering all the territory to the Rio Grande. Ke
declared further tnat in 1819 the United States gave up the
reglon beyord the Sablne. He believed that 1t was dis-
honorable to lay claim to what we had surrendered. Then,
too, the statesman bslleved that the act would plunge this
country into war with Mexico. Clay was denounced by charges
that he was sacrificing the Interests of the South to gain
votes in the opposite quarter, and he was also accused of
pro=British sentiment.

The "hig Party met for it s national conventlon at
Paltimore on May 1, 1844. Henry Clay was unanimously

nominated for the Presidency. Annexation was not mentioned

in the platform, but the candidate's declaration against it

EST” I 11DDAR,
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9
was equivalent to a party pronouncement.

On May 27, a Tyler convention met in the same citye.
Tyler accepted 1ts invitation and made hils letter of
acceptance avallable to the people. In it he summarized
the events of the annexatlion treaty and pledged himself
to go through with the matter. Later, Tyler explained that
as he could not run the risk of Van Buren's nomination and
the consequent fallure of his great project, he called a
convention of his own so as to leave to the Democrats merely
an optlion between a Texas man and defeat.

On the same day as Tyler's convention the Democratic
Party assembled at Baltimore, but here the sailing was not
as smooth as in either the Tyler convention or the Whig
convention. Van Buren had a majority on the first ballot,
but that was not enough since the rules were changed re-
quiring a two-thirds vote. As the balloting went on, 1t weas
seen that Van Duren was out of the race. Thus, they turned
to James XK. Polk, a dark horse.

The delegates went wild over the nominee. Francis
%harton explained the matter clearly to Calhoun when he
said that the people were excited, not because Polk was
nominated, but because the party was not broken upe. The
convention adopted a plank strongly favorable to annexation.

The follcocwing %s a part of the platform:

9 Ibid., 1l62.



11

Resolved, that our title to the whole
of the territory of Oregon 1s clear and
unquestionable; that no portion of the same
ought to be ceded to England or any other
power; and that the re-occupation of Oregon
and the re-annexatlion of Texas at the
earliest practicable perlod are great
American measures, which this convention
recommends to the cordial support of the
Democracy of the Union.lO

Fate of the Treaty

On April 22, 1844, the annexation treaty was read
twice, ordered printed in confidence for the use of the
Senators, and referred to the committee on forelgn relationse.
For nearly three weeks it was dlscussed in the committee
room, and on ¥ay 10 1t was reported. Three days later,
Senator Thomas H. Benton of Missourl, offered a few re-
solutions to be added to the treaty: that the annexation
of Texas would be an assumption of the war between that
country and Mexico; that the treaty-making power has no
right to crcate a war elther by declaration or adoption;
and that the territory abandoned in 1819 ought to be reunited
with the American Union as soon as 1t can be done with the
consent of the majority of the people of the United States
and of Texas, and when Mexico shall either consent to the

same or acknowledge the independence of Texas, or cease to
prosecute the war against her on a scale commensurate with

the congquest of the countrye.
The effect of Clay's and Van Buren's letters on the

10 J. Ee Smith, 220 Clto, 255,
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annexatlon of Texas was of course immense. The Spectator
announced that Clay's letters would kill the measure. Then,
a great number of adverse resclutions, petitlons, and
memorials poured into the Louse and Senate, and their
strength could not fall to have socme effect upon the members
of Congress. For example, the Connectlcut legislature
resolved that annexation would violate our treaty with
Mexico and virtually declare war upon her.

On the other hand, however, there were several factors
that favored the annexation treaty. A desire to obtaln the
Texas trade had recently shown itself in Congress, and in
February, 1844, citizens of New York had begged the Senators
to ratify the treaty of navigation and commerce which had
been arranged with Texas. A petition from Maine whilch was
signed by both parties argued that the arnexation of Texas
was essential. It further declared that the extenslon of
Texas as an Iindependent nation would be troublesome 1f not
dangerous; that in time she might become unfrlendly toward
the United States; that in peace our interests would suffer
from her unequal competition and the diversion of her trade
to other channels; and that annexation, improving our
boundaries, adding to our security and strength in case of
war, increasing our commerce and shipoping business in times
of peace, enlarging the market for our manufactures, pro-
moting our internal trade, and opening a general field for

the enterprise of our citizens, would confer benefits like
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those derived from the acquisition of Louisiana. lore
emphatic were the resolutions of the Mississippi legis-
lature, which urged the immediate annexation of Texas,
and malntalned that any attempt of a foreign power to
obtain it should be considered by the United States a
sufficient cause for war. Benton asserted that during
the debates on the annexation treaty the State Department,
the "hite House, the lobbies of the Senate, and all other
public places were crowded with speculators in Texas land
and in claims against Mexlico. All were working for
ratification.

No one really knew how the Senators would vote. Only
one day before final action was taken, Henderson, who was
appointed to join Van Zandt in Washington to draw up an
annexation treaty, informed Jones, the Texas Secretary of
State, that the Senators did not know what to do. Finally,
on the eighth of June, a decision was reached. Ry a vote
of thirty-five to sixteen the Unlted States Congress for

11
the second time rajected the annexatlon of Texas.

Annexation is Offered Texas by Resolution

The United States government assured Henderson upon
his arrival in Washington tnat, in case of necesslty, Texas

would be annexed by a legislative act. It should be remem-

11 H. S. Thrall, A History of Texas, 137.
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bered that on the day the annexation treaty was introduced
Van Zandt wrote that the President had promised, should it
not be ratified, to urge immediately upon Congress the
pagsage of an equivalent law. That equivalent law was
obviously based upon that provision of the constitution
which empowers the two Houses jointly to admit new Statese.
President louston was assured by letters from the United
States that annexation at some period was inevitable, and
Texas was advised to keep herself in a receptive mood so
that whenever the time arrived there would be no new
obstacles in the way.12

Congress was now almost at an end, ad there was no
course open for President Tyler except to walt until Lecember,
when Congress would reassemble. At that time the Fresident
was ready to act on the matter. EKEis annual ¥essage re-
ferred to the Texas question at length, and again he stressed
the advantages of securing Texas. Le also pointed out that
the election results proved that the public wanted Texas
annexed 1:nmeu'11m:ely.l:5

On December 18, 1844, President Tyler sent another
l'essage to Congress in which he covered the relations of
the United States with lMexico. He declared that ¥exico had

violated her agreements with us, and now besides insulting

12 J. F. Brown, lilstory of lexas, LI, 304.

13 R. Ne. Richardson, ope. cit., 165.
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us endeavors to set one part of our people against the
other by fomenting our differences of opinion regarding
slavery and the Incorporation of Texas into the Union.
Ee tnen went on to argue that annexatlon was not a section-
al 1ssue at all, and urged that as a reply to the outrages
and misrepresentations of our'dear'nelghtor the best course
would be to act promptly on the annexation 1ssue.

At this time public opinlon was setting more and more
strongly in favor of the Presldent's wlshes. Tae lew York

Courler and Enquirer showed the attlitude of the country

by golng over to the side of the administration. This does
not mean, however, that all oppositlon ceased. The Boston
&Elgg, for example, declared that Massachusetts would not
submit to the annexatlon of Texas. Even the Democrats felt
by no means sure of carrylng the measure through at once.
Calhoun thought the prospect "pretty fair." Almonte, the
Mexican minister to Texas who was watching affalrs closely
in the interest of Mexico, belleved that nothing would be
done until after the inauguration of Polke.

Soon after the December session began, however, several
propositions were brought forward relating to the annexation
of Texas. The first of these came from Representative

Weller, a Democrat from Ohlo. His plan stipulated that
Texas should become a Territory, tnat her public lands

should be used to pay her debt, and that a commission should

determine the btoundary. This plan met with considerable
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favor since 1t did not mention slavery. Four days later
Stephen A. Douglas of Illinols offered a joint resolution
in the Senate simllar to the one offered by Veller.
Tibbatts, a Kentucky Democrat, followed wlth a resolution
based upon the treaty of 1803 which contemplated the ad-
mission of Texas as a State no larger than the largest
member of the Unlon, her debt to be paid with the proceeds
of the sales of her public lands, and her territory to be
free north of the Missouri Compromise line. W¥ilton Brown,
a Tennessee Whig, proposed & simple proposition. It pro-
vided that the territory rightfully belonging to the republic
of Texas might become a State, referred the adjustment of
her boundary to the government of the Union, assumed neither
her debts nor her public lands, left the question of slavery
south of the Missourl Compromise line optional with the
people, and prohibited involuntary servitude in the insig-
nificant northern portion. Iliumerous cther plans were also
proposeds

A flood of argument ensued, and it came to be seen
more and more clearly as the days passed that a substantial
majority desired the annexat ion of Texas. Brown's resolution
was adopted after a provislon had been added that excluded
slavery north of the Missouri Compromise line.

¥hile this discussion amd vob ing was taking place in
the House, the Senate was nelther unmindful nor inactive.

Similar resolutions were being introduced in that body.
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Accordlng to the London Times, the Senate was the only

American institution commanding respect abroad, and here
at least the cause of right was expected to triumph.
Petitions and resolutlons poured iInto both Houses both
for and against annexatione.

The passage of Brown's resolution in the lower House
was made known officially to the Senate on Jenuary 27, and
its concurrence was invited. On February 27, the Senate
passed a resolution that was a 1little di1fferent from RBrown's
resolution. The House tried to add amendments to the Sen-
ate version, but the Spescker ruled out =211 dilatory points
of order and refused to entertaln appeals. It was encdorsed
by the House, this time more emphatically than before. On
¥arch 1, 1845, Presldent Tyler signed the resolution, thus

14
completing the process of 1ts enactment.

Texas l1ls Annexed

1
Major Donelson, the Unlted States charge 1ln Texas,
visited Houstor. and found him to be opposed to the American

terms. Especially did he object to the cession of Texas
public property and the uncertainty of the southwestern
boundary. Donelson trled to convince Houston that the

annexatlion of Texas would be good for his country, but he

would not listen. Houston went even further by complaining

14 L. J. Wortham, op. cit., 189.
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that Brown's resolution meant dlictating the terms and driving
Texas into submlssion. FHe declared that Texas should have
some say about the matter, and that being compelled to
surrender her property without compensation, she really

has to pay a price for American statehood. Donelson re-
celved the impression that were 1t left to Houston, the
measure would fall as far as Texas was concerned.

Anson Jones was inaugurated as President of Texas on
December 9, 1844, EKe was born at Great Barrington, Mainf,
in, 1798 and had been a country doctor 1in Massachusetts.lD
Donelson interviewed Jones also and found that something
strange was going on, but he could not find out what that
was. Jones merely intimated that he expected to receive
something from Mexlico within the next slxty days. However,
public opinion soon forced President Jones to listen to
the American proposals. For some time now the people had
been in a perfect commotion and some even proposed to lynch
Jones, should he offer the least opposition to the American
proposals.

Uncer these circumstances Donelson felt ready to sub-
mit the matter to the Texas 1nhabitants. All the Texan
authorities needed to do, explained Donelson, was to ex-

press their acceptance of the proposition and summon a

conventlon to modify the constitution and the government.

15 Anson Jones, Memoranda and Official Correspondence
Relating to the lepublic of Texas, l.
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He explained that this great queation was in the hands of
Texas. lMajor Donelson asserted further that it depends
upon herself whether she will be resta ed to the family

of States or run the hazards of a separate career, at a
period in the affairs of the world when the friends of

a different system of government are urged by the most
powerful motives to reslst the extenslion of the republican
principle.16 He pointed out that much was conceded on the
other side, a2nd it was believed that for like reasons
Texas would also overlook minor considerations. So spoke
Donelsone.

Jones now com;lained that the United States could have
been more lenient, but that he would interpose no obstacle
to the submission of the resolution to Congress and the
people. Accordingly, on April 15, a proclamation was
1ssued calling upon the Senators and Kepresentatives to
meet at Washington-on-the-Brazos June 16, 1845. It was fear
on his part of the people rather than a zeal for annexation
that caused Jones to do this. Annexation meetings sprang up
everywhere, but there were no meetings held that opposed the

plan.
The Senate and the louse of Representatives of the
Republic of Texas agreed to the following resolution:

Be 1t resolved by the senate and house
of representatives of the republic of Texas

16 J. He Smith’ 220 C to, 442,
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in Congress assembled, That the government
of Texas doth consent that the people and
territory of the republlic of Texas may be
erected Into a new State, to be called the
State of Texas, with a republican form of
government, to be adopted by the people of
said republic, by deputies in convention
assembled, in order that the same may be
admitted as one of the States of the Amer-
ican Union; and said consent is given on the
terms, guarantees, and conditions set for§9
in the preamble to this Joint resolution.

Texas was admitted to the Union by & joint resolution

of the Congress of the Unitec States wnich read as follows:

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Unlted States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
State of Texas shall be ore, armd 1is hereby
declared to be one, of the United States
of America, and admlitted into the Union
on an equal footing with the original
States in all respects whatever.

And be 1t further resolved, That until
the Representatives in Congress shall be
apportioned according to an actual
enumeration of the inhabitants of the
United States, the State of Texas shall
be entitled to choose two Representatives.

Approved, December 29, 1845,18

17 B. P. Poore, The Federal and State Constitutions,
Colonial Charters, and Other Organic Laws of the United
States, Part 11, 1705-C6Ce

18 Ibid., 1783-84.




CHAFTER II

FAVORABLE REACTIONS TO THE ACQUISITION OF TEXAS

Major 1ssues usually have arguments both for and
against them. The annexation of Texas was no exception,
and this Chapter will attempt to enumeraste some of the

favorable reactions to the movement.

Blood Ties

In a speech before the United States House of Repre-
sentetives in 1845, Alexunder H. Stephens of Ceorgla de-
clared tnat the people of Texas were mostly emigrants from
the United States, and that they were of the americo=-
Ancglo Saxon race. "Qur sympathles are with them," he
sald, "and they are attached to our instituti-ns and
form of government, and, In thelr struggles for the es-
tetlishment of the seme, it 1is but natural thaet we should
be disposed to cxtend them a helping hand, though our

1
individual interest mey not thereby be advanced."

Outlet for United States Population

Mr. Stephens also favored the annexation of Texas

1 From the speech of Alexander II. Stephens delivered
on the floor of the Ratlonal louse of Representatives in
1845, and printed in part in David Potter and Thomas GC.
HManning, latlonallsm and Sectionalism in ‘merica, 1775-
1877, 92. —




because he thought that 1t would afford an outlet for the
accumulating population In the Unlted States. It would
open a new field for the ploneer, and since the American
people liked to roam, 1t would be a place to acquire new
lands, adventure, and enterprise. The people could carry
with them thelr habits and customs without incurring the
liability of expatriation, or forfeiting the rights and

privileges of being American citizens,.
Acdd Politlcal Vieight and Importance to the South

The Georglan Kepresentatlve favorec the annexation for
another reason. Ils roason was the sectional or southern
questlon. lie reiterated once again that the acddition of
Texas would not promote the South's pecuniary interests,
but that it would glve them politlcal welght and importance.
Mr. Stephens confessed that his feelings of atﬁachment were
most ardent towards the section that he represented, and
then he asked: "And is it not natural and excusable that
they should be? The South 1s my home -- my fatherland.

Her fate 1s my fate, and her destiny my destiny."2 Mr.,
Stephens declared further that he wanted Texas, not to ex-
tend slavery, but to strengthen the southwestern sectlion in

the natlional counclls. He stated that he was no defender of

slavery in the abstract, and did not wish or hope to sece

2 Jid.’ 93.

e
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slavery extended to other countries. If the annexatlon of
Texas were for the sole purpose of extending slavery, he
would have opposed 1t, for at that tlme slavery exlsted in
Texas and would continue to exlst there even after the
annexatlon. Lis purpose in obtaining Texas was to balance
the different sections of the country. The Kepresentative
further stated that if the people looked around they could
see the Last prospering by her economy, her industry, by
her commerce, navigation, and mechanic arts. The West was
booming with her millions of population, and now vied for
the ascendency on the floor. Why shouldn't the South be
advancing too? Were her limits never to bte enlarged, and
her influence and power never to be increased?

These and other questions the Representative from
Georgla asked. Concluding his speech, Mr. Stephens added:
"As one of her sons, I say noe. Let her, too, enter the
glorious rivalship; not with feelings of strife, jealousy,
or envy == such sentiments are not characteristic of her
people == but wlth aspirations prompted by thesspirit of a

laudable emulation and an honorable ambition.”
Settlement of a Larger Issue

Another reason Kr. Stephens favored the annexatlon of

Texas was that he thought the question would declde a far

3 id.
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grcater 1ssue -- whether or not the limits of the United
States would ever be enlarged. He spoke of Mr. Collamer's
speech in which the Vermont gentleman thought that the Roman
empire fell of its own weight because 1t had acquired too
vast an emplire. He also thought that England was spreading
too much to keep her empire together. To thls ¥r. Stephens
declared tat there was a wide difference between these
cases. Rome extended her dominions by conquest making her
newly acquired inhabltants slaves. Fngland extended her
dominion and power upon a different principle =-- the prin-
ciple of colonizatlion. ILer provinces were subt ject to her
laws, bu. were deprived of the rights of representuation.

lie sald, "But with us a new system ar scheme has commenced.
It 1s the system of & confederation of States. Who shall
undertake to say to what extent this system may not go?

Who 1s prepared now to rise up amd say: It shall go this far
4

but no farther."

Uniformity of Laws for the Cotton and Sugar
Growing Interests
Mr. Stephens stated that the Horth and West, not the
South, would benefit from the annexation of Teras 1n so far
as the beneflts of trade and commerce were concernede.
e stated that the North would have an enlarged market
for its manufactures, and would have a new competitor

in the fleld of raw materlals which she *as to buy, and

4 Ibld., 92-3.
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by which she would be enabled to get it cheaper. The
Georglan Representative declared that the same was true
with the West with 1ts breadstuffs, while the South would
have nothing to sell to the people of Texas, but would feel
sorely her real competition in the production of cotton and
sugar. "If I looked at these facts," kr. Stephens contin=-
ued, "I would certalinly oppose the annexation of Texas be=-
cause she would develop those staples more so if she joined
the Union than if she remailned independent."5 lle stated,
however, that other factors influenced nis judgment.

Mr. Stephens explained that he considesred it important
that the cotton and sugar growing interests of the continent,
as far as possible, should be subject to the same laws.
This he favored to prevent undue advantages in the markets
of the world. If Texas should remain out of the Union, and
a rivalship should spring up there to the staples of the

South, he declared that our interests might be greatly in-

jured by regulations with other countries, partial to thelrs,

and discriminating against ours. MNr. Stephens explained that

this could not happen if the whole be made subjJect to the

same laws and policye

Access to the Navigation of the Mississippl
for all People

5 rbid.’ 910
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The Ceorglan Representative explained further that a
large section of Texas lay upon navigable waters flowing
into the Mississippi, and would always seek a market through
the outlet of t@at river. MNore than three hundred thousand
dollars! worth of cotton, produced in Texas in 1843, was
shipped from lNew Orleams. A duly was paid on this cotton
as 1t entered the limits of the United States. Then it
was entitled to the drawback upon final shipment. Mr.
Stephens explained that thils was all incoavenient and would
increase as time went one The history of the world re-
veals the necessity for the peace of a country that the
navigation of waters should be free and equal to those who
live upon their borders. To avold difficulties like the ones
the United States had when Spain controlled the mouth of the
Missisgippi, it was important that Texas be trought into the

Unione.
Extenslion of Slavery

John C. Calhoun of South Carolina and other prominent
men took a positiive stand in favor of annexation. For some

years abolitlon socletles nad sent petitions to Congress
praying for the abolition of slavery 1In the District of

Columbia without creatin; much excitement. The twenty-fourth
Congress was also flooded with them, and now they were taken

more seriously. In the Senate, ¥r. Calhoun denounced them

6 Ibld., 92.



as incendiary documents, and moved that they not be re-
ceived. In 1836, he introduced a bill whereby postmasters
were authorized to selize and suppress all anti-slavery
documents.

Mr. Calhoun delivered a speech in the United States
Senate on February 6, 1837, in which he stated that
slavery, instead of an evil, was a positive good. He
stated as follows:

I hold that 1In the present state of
civilization, where two races of different

origin, and distinguisted by color, and

other physical dirfferences, as well as

Intellectual, are brought together, the

rslation now existing in the slaveholding

States between trhe two, is, lnstead of an

evil, a good -- a positive good.”

Els argument is sometimes called the "Greek Democracy"
argument « Calhoun declared that there has never existed a
wealthy and civilized society in which one portion of the
community did not live on the labor of the other.

Soon after Texas received her independence, Calhoun
pronounced himself not only in favor of the immedlate
recognition of the Independence of Texas, but of its annex-
ation to the United States. However, he denied that his

maln object in advocating annexation was to secure addition-

al slave territory. But thils was the maln object of his

party, and it was nothing discrecitable to the apostle of

7 Ibid., 176-77.
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slavery, who deplored the lack of equillbrium between the
free and slave States, that he should wish the addition of
Texas to the slave side.8

Albert G. Brown, a senator from Mississippl, stated
in a speech to the senate that there were three hundred
and fifty thousand slaveholding aristocrats 1In the South.
This was only one in one hundrec of the entire popnlation.
Speaking to William H. Seward and also to the abolition-
ists, who could not see why the populatlion as a whole
supported slavery, Brown suggested that they have a soclal
interest at stake that 1s worth more to them than =al11 the‘
wealth of all the Indles. The Senator stated that in his
State there were about three hundred and fifty thousand
writes, and about an equal number of btlacks. "hat would
be the immediate and necessary consequenice if the Negroes
were all set free? A struggle for the supremacy would en-
sue, and the wealthy would gather up their piles and move
to some other section of the United 3tates. This would
leave the poor whites to suffer under the blacks who would
outnumber the wnites some four or five to one. Brown
declared in the following words:

If the white man, reduced to such a

condition, were sllcwed to marry nhis sons

to Negro wives, or hls daughters to Negro

husbands, he mlight bless his stars. If the

Senator from lew York expects the ald of
non-slaveholders in the South in bringing

8 Carl Schurz, Life of Lenry Clay, II, 261l.
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about thils state of soclal relations, let
me tell him he is greatly mistaken.®

The frame of mind of the Southern leaders 1s well
set forth in the message of Governor lcDuffie to the South
Carolina leglislature in 1835. IHe spoke of the attempts
of certein socleties and persons of the non-slaveholdlng
States who had spread pamphlets and leaflets among them to
excite the lNegroes to insurrection and massacre. The

Governor then added:

The crime which these forelgn incen-
diaries have commnitted agalinst the peace
of the State, 1s one of the very highest
grade known to human laws. It not only
strikes at the very existence of soclety,
but seeks to accompllish the catastrophe,
by the most horrible means, celebrating
the obsequies of the State in a saturnisl
carnival of blood and murder, and while
trutally violating 21l the charities cf
life, and desecrating the very altars of
religion, impiously calling upon Heaven to
sanction these abominations. It is my
cdeliberate orinion, that the lasws ol every
community should punish this species of
Interierence ty death without tenefilt of
clergy, regarding the authors of it as
enemies of the human race. Nothing could
be more appropriate than for South Carolina
to set this exumple in the present crislis,
and I trust the Legislature will not
adjourn till it discharges this high
duty of patriotism.lO

The lMobile Advertiser published the article below

on the scquisition of Texas:

9 David Potter and Thomas G. Manning, Nationalism
and Sectionallsm 12 Amerlca, 1775-1877, 177.

10 Albert B. Eart and Edward Channing, American Eistory
Leaflets, 2=3.
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The South wish to have Texas admitted
into the Union for two reasons: First, to
equalize the South with the North, and
secondly, as a convenlent and safe place
calculated from its peculiarly good soll
and salubrious climate far a slave pop-
ulatione.soThe question is therefore put
by the South to Congress and the country,
Shall we have justice done us by the admis=-
sion of Texas into the Union, whenever that
admission may be asked by the Texans then-
selves? The North almost to a man will
answer noe. The ¥%West willl be divided, and
the discussion of the question will find
two strong ard powerful parties; the one
in favor of Texas, a slave-holdi§§ pro=
vince, and the other against 1it.

The following quotation came from the Edgefield
Carclinian, a newspaper said to be then under the control
of the governor of Soutn Csrolina, McDuffie:

The acquisition of Texas, relinquished
by the government of the United 3tates to
the magnanimous Ferdinand VII by the Florida
treaty of 1819, is now a subject of much
interest in the western states. This
valuable territory has now devolved on the
republic of ¥exico, and fiom the conditions
of that country, suffering from invasion
and civil war, and with scanty finances, 1t
is supposed that the retrocession might be
obtained for a reasonable equivalent. Great
confidence is expressed that the administration
will embrace the present favorable occasion
of regaining an extensive and fertile region
I of country within the natural limits of the
United State. .12

In 1830, Presldent Jackson offered Mexico five million

dollars for Texas, but the offer was refused. Mr. Lundy

states that Jackson was so sharpset for Texas that from the

11 Quoted by B. Lundy, The War in Texas, 54.

L 12 Ibid., 24.
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first year of hls administration he set double engilnes to
work, of negotlating to buy Texas wlth one hand, and in-
stigating the people of that province to revolt agalnst
Mexico with the othere. It was charged that Houston was
Jackson's agent far the retellion, and Antnony Butler, a
Mississippil land-jobber in Texas, for the purcnase.l:5 How=
ever, R S. Cotterill states that slave owners neither
originated the revolt nor guided it. He further declares
that neither hls residence among the Cherokee nor his
Intimecy with Jackson qualified Sam Houston for heading
a cause of the planter aristocracy.l4

In speaking of slavery 1ln connection with the Texas
question, Thomas We. Gllmer admitted that the climate and
soll of Texas was adapted to the culture of cotton and sugar
crops which render slave=labor more profitable than it could
be in grain-growing regions. He explained that this might
induce the slave population now in the United States to
advance southward in the event of annexation. ¥r. Cllmer
then declared,

BRut as this population advances to

the south, wlll it not recede from the

north? Is 1t the object of your corre-

spondents to confine the slave population

of the United States within a compass so

narrow as to multiply the hardships of the

slave, and to compel the master to turn
him loose upon the north and the west,

13 Allen Nevins, fhe Dlary of John uincy Adams, 548.

14 Re. S« Cotterill, The 01d South, 202.




norinally free, but really a burden to
himself, and a scourge to the people of

the free states. I ask the laboring

man of the north, I ask the infatuated
philanthropist of the north, if they heave
not already enough of the free Negrofeese

1 ask if there be not many yet living in
northern states whose experience can testify
that the relations between the negro and the
white man were better even there, as master
and slave, than now wnen there 1s an
equality nominally recognized by law,
against wkich every_sentlment of nature

and reason revélts?19

Mr. Gllmer then went on to suggest that 1t was
high time both the North and South pasuse a moment and
deliberate calmly on the dangers that surrounded them.
He thought the true question was not now whether there
could be more territory added to the Union, but whether
the territory and the States in the Union could continue
to be governed by a constitution which was universally be-
lieved, until recently, to have settled forever the relative
rights and ovligations of the States as to slavery.

Mr. Gilmer believed, from the passages written in the

March 4 article of the National Intellligencer by thirteen

Congressmen, that Adams and company contemplated the
abolition of slavery in the United States by the agency of
the federal government. In the following words, he added:

Certalnly these gentlemen cannot be
ignorant of the fact that the federal
constitution recognizes slavery as one of
the objects entitled to 1ts protection,
and as one of the elements of the

15 J. Hughes, Niles' National Reglster, LXIV, 284,
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sovernment which It creuted. That
provision is therein made for the
surrender of fugitive slaves in all
the states, and that three-fifths of
tne slaves of Lhe Union are to be
enumerated in apportioning represent-
atlon, and may thus be subjected to
direct taxation.l6

Gllmer declared that 1t remains to be seen whether
the centlemen speak only for themnselves, or for the millions
of people whom they btelieve to have adopted the same fatal
sentiments which they have uttered.

¥r. Gllmer concluded his attack in the followlng words:

I will rnot believe that your
corresnondents have spoken advisedly,
or by any authority, when they claim to
raflect the feelings of tane peoole of the
free states. Though there are thirteen
of these honorable gentlemen, (and that is
a revolutionary number,) I am persuaded
thet they wlll find a more practical as
well as a more libersl spirit pervading
the population of the non-slavenolding
states. The union i1s as necessary now as
it always was for the protection of all.
It can be preserved only by preserving
the constltution which formed it, and the
people of the United States will look with
indignant reprobation upon any scheme fa
aggrandlzing any one section of the country
at the expenss of anotheéreecesesececee..The
compromises of the constitution can be
carried out so as to admit many more new
states into our Union, without impairing
the force of that great example by which
we have already done so much to emancipate
the world. Our Union has no danger to
apprehend from those who belleve that 1its
genlus is expansive and progressive, but
from those wi .o think that the limits of the
United States are already too large and the

16 Ibid., 285.



principles of 1776 too oldfashioned for
this fastidlious age.

Fear of England Acqulring Texas

Mr. Gilmer also explained that the prejudices which
the thirteen Congressmen would excite are most unfavorable
to the permanent harmony and best Interests of the Union.
lle went on to discuss several reasons why Texas should Ye
annexed. Among these reasons was clted the opinilon that
annexation was capable of harmonizing natlonal discord,
which some agitators, in conjunction with certain British
agents at home and abroad, had long sought to Inflame.

In speaking of the Dritish attempt to meddle 1in Tezas

affalrs, Gilmer declared:

Is not Mr. Adams the last man who ought
to desire the establisnment of PBritisn power
over the country between the Sablne &nd the
Fklo Grande? Does any man know better tnan he
that thils territory ought now of right to be
part and parcel of the United States? Does any
man know better why it 1is not? Let me remind
hin that posterity may be slow to ascribe to
him any very patriotic motives in now
attempting to Invoke the prejudices of =
partlcular section of the union against
slavery, In order to prevent the acquisition
of a territory now peopled by our countrymen,
and which has been Iimproperly lost to us.l8

John C. Calhoun also became alarmed by reports that

Texas might Joln some European power. If Hngland should

17 Ibid.

1 18 Ibld., 222.
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take Texas, for example, he thought that it would strike

a heavy blow at slaverye.

On October 23, 1843, Mr. Calhoun wrote a letter to
Francis Wharton of Philadelphlia in which he frankly ex-
pressed his views on annexation. Le sald that it was a
question of 1life or death, and opposltion to it at the
North was due to the fact that the people tnere had not
sufficlently welighed the consequences of England's policy
and the obligation of all sections to defend the South.
He declared that the South had stood by the North in the
Revolution, in 1812, and 1In the question of the Malne

boundary, but that now the North refused to reciprocate.

He declared further:

If we shall have the folly or wickedness
to permit Creat Britian to plant the lever of
her power between the United States and Mexico,
on the northern shore of the Gulf of Mexico,
we glve her a place to stand on, from which she
can (brave?) at pleasure the American continent
and control 1ts destiny. There 1s not a
vacant spot left on the globe, not excepting
Cuba, to be seized by her, so well calculated
to further the boundless schemes of her
ambition and cupidity. If we should permit
her to selze on i1t, we shall deserve the
execration of posterity. Keject the treaty,
and refuse to annex Texas, and she will
certainly seize on it. A treaty of alllance
commercial and political will be fortnwith
proposed bg Texas to her, and I doubt not
accepted.1 -

Andrew Jackson was also influentlal. Several of his

letters were published in the Richmond Inquirer. He sald

19 Carl Schurz, Life of Henry Clay, II, 262.




36

that if Texas be not accepted now, she will necessarily
go over to England. In April, 1844, he declared that men
who would postpone the annexation because of party
affillation or other reasons ought to be publicly exposed
and sent to thelr own native dunghills, there to rest for-

ever.
Strength Added to the United States

John Tyler consistently justified annexation on
grounds of broad national interest, as a measure desligned
to benefilt all sectlons of the country, and a move to aid
the commercial interests of the North.zo In llarch, 1843,
England's scheme to injure Amerlcan slavery by freeing the

Texan slaves became known to Tyler. In May, 1843, he be-

came further alarmed when he learned through the liew York

Journal of Commerce that an abolition movement existed 1in

Texas.

In transmitting the treaty to the Senate, Mr. Tyler
tried to smooth the troubled waters that existed as a re-
sult of Calhoun's remarks about Texas being a sectional
issue. Fe emphasized the benefits annexation would have on
American settlers already in Texas, on the commercial
interests of the North and East, on the Western States by

creating a new market for thelr products, and on the South

20 Kay Allen Billington, Westward Expansion, 502-03.
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by glving 1t security and protection. President Tyler
interpreted the outcome of the electlion of 1844 as a man-
date from the people to acquire Texas, and this he did by

a joint resolution of Congress.



CHAPTEK III
UNFAVORABLE REACTIONS TO THE ACQUISITION OF TEXAS

Danger of Extending the Territory

John Quincy Adams on December 25, 1835, delivered a
speech In the United States House of Representatives.

Parts of that speech follow :

As to the annexation of Texas to your
Confederation, for what do you want 1it?
Are you not large and unwieldly enough
already? eesese But, sir, suppose you should
annex Texas to these United States; another
year would not pass before you would have to
engage iln a war for the congquest of the
Island of Cuba «s... Cuba wilill stand in need
of more efficient protection and above all
the protection of a naval power. Suppose
that naval power should be Great Eritlan.
There 1s Cuba at your very door; and 1f you
spread yourself along a naked coast, from
the Sabine to the Klo Bravo, what will be
your relative position towards Great
Britian, with not only Jamalca, but Cuba,
and Porto Rico in her hands, and abolition

for the motto to her uiion cross of St.
George and St. Andrew?

¥Mr. Adams went on to declare that England would not
look on while a democracy was gobbling up her neighbor.
He declared further that England would carry emancipation

and abolition with her in every fold of her flage.

No Necessity for Extending the Limits of the Union

1 Quoted by Be Lundy, The War in Texas, 29.
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One of Daniel Webster's reasons for not favoring the
annexation of Texas to the United States was that he did
not see why more territory should be added to the Union.

In a speech delivered on May 6, 1837, Mr. Webster
stated that he wished the new republic of Texas success.

In his own words he saild:

We all wish it success; and there 1s no
one who will more heartily rejoice than I
shall, to see an individual community, in-
telligent, industrious, and friendly toward
us, springing up, and rising into happlness,
distinction, and power, upon our own prin-
ciples of liberty and government .2

On the question of annexation, Mr. Webster declared
that he must set down his principles. This he did by ex-
plaining that he saw unsurmountable objections to the

annexation of Texas to the United States. He spoke of the

acquisition of Louisiana and Florida as being something

different from the Texas situation. He added:

The accession of Texas to our territory,
is not necessary to the full and complete
enjoyment of all which we already possess.
Her case therefore stands entirely
different from that of Loulsiana and
Florida. There being then no necessity
for extending the limits of the union,
in that direction, we ought, I think,
for numerous and powerful reasons, to
be content with our present boundaries.3

Opposition to Increasing the Inequality
of Lepresentation

2 William O. Niles, lilles' Weekly Reglster, LII, 152,
3 Ibid.
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Daniel Webster also denounced the acquisition of
Texas by conquest. He declared that the course about to
be adopted would turn the Constitutlion into a deformity
and into a curse rather than a blessing. EHe argued further
that 1t would make a frame of government founded on the
grossest ineqzality and would Imperil the very existence

of the Union.

The Pennsylvania Gazette had the following to say

about the acquisition of Texas:

The acquisition of Texas promises to
be a leading measure of the present
administration, and without doubt, one of
great magnitude and importance. This will
be very apparent from the fact as stated,
that the territory 1n question will make
nine States, as large as Kentucky; to which
add the apalling consideration, that it 1s
designed to make these nine States slave
States. It 1s high time, for the Northern
interests, the non-slave-=holding States,
to look around, to see how the balance of 5
power will be affected by this bold undertaking.

Opposition to the Increase of Slavery

In 1836, the anti-slavery movement began to show
itself 1n the Senate. The contest came on the reception
of petitions for the abolitlon of slavery in the District
of Columbia. Mr. Calhoun moved that these petitions

should not be received, but this was defeated. The question

4 Henry Cabot Lodge, Daniel Webster, 271.

5 Quoted by Be. Lundy, op. cit., 29.
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then came on the petitions themselves, and the plan of
their supporters was rejected. Nr. Webster voted with the
minority because he dlsapproved this method of disposing
of the matter. He presented three similar petitions soon
afterward and moved thelr reference to a committee of in-

quiry. He argued, that, while the government had no power

- whatever over slavery in the 3tates, it had complete con-

trol over slavery in the District, which was a totally
different affair.

Danliel Vebster, In a speech on Hay 6, 1837, staféd
that Texas would in all likellhood become a slave Statee.
However, he declared that he would do all in his power to
keep slavery from expanding on this continent.

Also in 1837, a big public reception was given Nr.
Webster in New York. In the course of his speech on that
occaslion, he referred to Texas and strongly expressed the
belief that Texas should remain independent. Ee also

touched on slavery by declaring:

I frankly avow my entire unwillingness
to do anything that shall extend the slavery
of the Africaen race on this continent, or add
other slave-holding Ststes to the Union. 7hen
I say that I regard slavery in 1itself as a
great moral, social, and political evil, I
only use the language which has been adopted
by distinguished men, themselves citizens of
slave-holding States. I shall do nothing,
therefore, to favor or encourage its furtiuer
extenslon. We have slavery already amongst
us. The Coastitution found it in the Union,
it recognized 1t, and gave 1t solemn guarantles.
To the full extent of the guaranties we are all
bound in honor, in justice, and by the Constitution.
esees But when we come to speak of admitting new



42

States, the subject assumes an entirely different
aspect. In my opinion, the people of the Unlited
States will not consent to bring into the Union

a new, vastly extensive, and slave-holding

country, large enough for half a dozen or a

dozen States. In my opinion, tney ought not

to consent to 1t.0

On September 20, 1337, John :uincy Adams presented
twelve petitions and remonstrances agalnst the admission
of Texas 1lnto the Unlon. Other members presented many
other petitions. Again on September 28, 1837, Adams pre-
sented petitions for the abolitlion of slavery in the
Territories, for refuslng the admlsslon of any new slave-
holding State into the Unlon, and for the prohibition of
the inter-State slave-tradee.

On February 14, 1538, Mr. Adams presented three
hundred and fifty petitions to Congress. Of these, sixty-
five were for the stolitlion of slavery and the slave-trade
in the District of Columbia, and fifty-four were agalinst the
annexation of Texas to the "nion. One petition prayed
that Congress would take measures to protect citizens of
the North going to the South from danger to their lives.
'r. Adamns said that in another part of the Capitol 1t nad
been turestened that if a Northern abollitionist should go
to Nlorth Carolina he would be hanged if he could be caught.

During 1838, more petitions came in, and M¥r. Calhoun,

always defending hls beloved Southland by argument, now

6 Henry Cabot Lodge, op. cit., 282-83.
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attempted to stop the aglitation in another way. Ee
Introduced a resolution to the effect that the petitions
were s direct and dangerous attack on the institution of
the slave-holding States. kr. TWebster wrote to a friend
that Calhoun's resolutlion was an attempt to write s new
constitutlion, and that the proceedings of the Senate,
when they passed the resolution slightly modifled, drew
a line wnich could never be obliterated. The resolutions
were adopted by a large majorlity, Mr. Webster voting
agalnst them. John quincy Adams, who had no love for Hr.
Yebster, says in his diary in March, 1838:

Their policy is dalliance with the

South; and they care no more for the right

of petition than is absolutely necessary

to satisfy the feeling of their constituents.

They are envious of my positlion as the

supporter of the right of petition; and they

truckle to the Soutn to court thelir favor

for Vebster. e i1z now himself tampering

with the South on the slavery and the

Texas question.?

After leaving the cabinet iIn 1842, Ir. Webster con=-
tinued to watch with attentlon the progress of events.
The formmatlion of the Liberty Party alarmed him, for he
understood the iorce of tne anti=-slavery movement in the
North. Le now saw that force take definite snape and

assume extreme grounds of oppositione.

Eenry Clay also had to take part in the progress of a

7 Ibido, 285‘86-
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scheme which the slave powers pushed forward -- the scheme
having in view the eventual annexation of Texas. His
attitude toward Texas was curious 1indeed.

In 1820, 1t should be remembered that, as a member of
the House of Representatives, Clay attacked bitterly the
Monroe administration for having given up Texas in the
Florida treaty. In 1827, as Secretary of State under John
Qe Adams, he instructed Polnsett to propose to the Mexican
government the purchase of Texas for a sum of money. MNow
Clay was at the head of the Commlttee on lrorelgn Kelatlions
In the Senate, and the subject presented itself to him in
an entirely new aspecte.

During all these years, Texas was bullding up a
history. Slavery, too, was Involved and Southerners seized
upon the opportunity to extend their domain. Clay was in
no haste to recognize Texas in 1836. Four weeks after
Texas proclaimed her independence, he reported from the
Committee on Foreign Relations a resolution "that the inde-
pendence of Texas ought to be acknowledged by the United
States whenever satisfactory information shall be received

that 1t has in successful operation a civil government

capable of performing the dut ies and fulfilling the obligations

8
of an independent power." He conceded, however, that 1t was

not necessary to act upon his resolution at that session of

8 Carl Schurz, Life of Henry Clay, II, 92.
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congresse

“hy was Clay so cold towards Texas now? PFerhaps the
very thing which macde the acquisition of Texas so deslrable
to Calhoun secretly alarmed Clay. W¥hen another resolution
was voted upon, declaring that the condition of things in
Texas was now such as to entltle that country to recognition
as an independent state, Clay's name did not appear among
those votinge.

Henry Clay, largely a Southern man wlth Northern
principles, disliked annexatlion because his instinct told
him that it meant the propagation of slavery, and that it
endangered the Union. Both Clay and Van Puren agreed to
publicly take position against 1t, if 1t should become
necessary. however, as late as 1843, Clay hoped it would
not be necessarye. OJn December 38, 1843, he sald, in a
letter that he did not think it right to present new
questions to the public and to allow President Tyler, for
his own selfish purposes, to Introduce an exciting topic,
and add to the other subjects of contention before the
countrye.

In view oi the possible arnexation of Texas and the
extension of slave territory, the National Anti-Slavery
Conventlon qulished a Declaration of Sentiments as
cherished by th2m In relation to the enslavement of one-

sixth of the American people. It reads in part as follows:

We belleve and af{irm -- That every



Amerlican citizen, who retains a human
being in involuntary bondage, as his
property, is (according to Scripture)

a MAN-STEALLE. That the slaves ought

to instantly be set free, and brought
under the protection of law. Ve main=-
taln that no compensation should be given
to the planters emancipating their
slavesssselie shall organlize Anti-Slavery
Socletles, if posslible, in every city,
town and village in our land.9

An unidentifled "gentleman of great philentropy" in
the State of lew York expressed himself thls way:

The number of respectable men 1in
Texas 1s too small to redeem the country
and thelr cause from the fathomless abyss
of misery, degradation, and Infamy, into
which the projected establishiment and
perpetuation of slavery must inevitably
plunge them as well as the United Statese.
MYeanwhile, 2l1 the slave-mongers, slave-
politicians, and slave-presses, on this
side of the Sabine and Red rivers, are
uging the utmost exertions to force the
recognition of Texan Independence, and
its incorporation with the United States
as speedily as possitle. This monstrous
outrage, unsurpassed in the blackest
pages of history, 1s fast tending to 1its
consumtation.

John Quincy Adams described President Tyler as a
political-sectarlian, of the slave=driving, Virginian,
Jeffersonian school, principled against all improvement,

with all the laterests and vices of slavery rooted in his

moral and political constitution. "This day,"™ he continued,

9 David M. Potter and Thoras C. Manning, Nationalism
and Sectionalism in America, 1775-1877, 194.

10 Quoted by B. Lundy, The War In Texas, 54.
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"was In cvery sense gloomy." ¥r. Adams was speakling of

the day that Tyler became President of the United States.
Cn April 2, 1844, the treaty of amnexation of Texas
to the Unlon was sent to the Senate. #4Adeams declared that
with 1t went the freedom of the human race. Ee declared
that the treaty was Tyler's last caré for a popular
whirlwind to carry him through for the Presidential nom-

12
ination.

Constitutional Objections

The pm Jected annexation of Texas stirred Nr. 4Acdam's
indignation. "It is,™ he sald, "a question of a far deeper
root than any other guestlion that agitated the country."l3
He based his opposition to the anrexation upon constitutional
objections, and in 3September, 1537, offered a2 resolution
that "the power of arnnexing the people of sny independent
state to this Union 1s a power not delegated uy the
Constitutlion of the United States to their Congress or to
any department of that government, btut reserved to the
psople." The Speaker of the Louse would not permit this

statement to le read on grounds thet 1t was not in ordere

The Boston Atlas denounced the annexation of Texas

11 Allen Yevins, The Clary of John Quincy Adams, 520.
12 Itid., 5€9.

13 Jokn T. Morse, John Juincy Adams, 266-67.
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as'"a mad project, irrational, preposterous, manifestly
agalinst the provisions of the Constitution, the con-
temptible scheme of a poor miserable traitor temporarily
acting as President,'and a scheme, too, that was liable
to end in ruin, bloodshed, the downfall of the American
government and the overthrow of Kepublican principles.

The paper added that the project would be resisted with
the last drop of bloode.

Ko Advantages Derived

On March 3, 1843, thirteen members of the twenty-
seventh Congress prepared a statement which was adéressed
"to the people of the freoc Stateas of the Union." This

article appeared in the hational Intelligencer and was

signed by these men: John quincy Adams, 3. M. Gates, Je. Re.
Giddings, Willlam Slude, Willlam B, Calhoun, S. J. Andrews,
N¥e. Be Borden, Thomas C. Chittenden, John Matitocks, J. M.

Howard, Christopher Morgan, Vlictory Birdseye, and Hiland
15
Halle.

The statement was an appeal to the people of the United
States to stand sgeinst the asnnexation of Texas. The group
declared that there was no politicel necessity for the

annexation of Texas to the Union, and no advantages to be

14 J. E. Smith, The Annexatlion of Texas, 183.

15 J. Iughes, Kiles' National FRegister, LXIV, 173=75.




49

derlved from it. They believed it to be for the interest
and happlness of the whole Union to remain as it was,

16
without diminution and without additlione.

Dissolution to be Final Result

The thirteen Congressmen believed that annexation
would also resuibt 1ln the dissolution of the Union. The
ennexation was spoken of as & Southern attempt tc gain
more powere. Concludlng the attack, they sald:

7o prevent Gthe success of tnis

nefarious project =-- to preserve from

such gross violatlon the constitutlon

of our country, adopted expressly to se-

cure the blesslngs of 1llberty and not the

perpetuation of slavery =- and to prevent

the speedy and vliolent dissolution of the

Union, we invite you to unlte, without

dlstinction of party, in an immediate ex-

pression of your views on this subject, in

such manner as you may decm best calculated

to answer the end proposedel?

To the surprise of many, opposition to annexatlion was
somet imes expressed in the Southe John M. Eotts, a
Congressman from Virginia, did not favor the annexation of
Texas. On April 12, 1844, he delivered a speech in lew
York whlch showed very definitely his attitude towards the
annexation question.

| During the course of his speech, Mr. Botts spoke of

\ "a grave and more serious question." lie declared that that

16 1ibld.

17 Ibid., 175.
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question strikes at the very root of the government and
could not fall to stir up from its utmost depths the very
foundatlions of soclety. The Virginlan was speaking of the
attemnrt to annex Texas to the United States. Mr, Fotts
concluded with the following words:

If accomplished, that 1t will lead
to the disturbance of our harmony, the
dlstraction of our people, mad, soconer or
later, to the dismemberment of this
government, I have no shadow of doubts
I am a Union mane I am no Southern man
with Northern principles. I am a Southern
man with national principles. MNr. Tyler
has made up the issue for Congress whether
we or England shall have Texas. ror my own
part, I do not choose that Mr. Tyler or his
minister shall make up any such issue for
mees lieither his opinion, nor the ends and
aims of the disunionists, nor the coop=-
eration of Texas land speculators, nor of
the holders of Texas scrip or bonds, shall
induce me to credit for an 1lnstant the
absurd idea that England would be willing
to take Texas, with her slave population,
as a province, if 1t were offered to her
tomorroweesssseBut what are the terms of
the treaty? %ho yet knows? ... I am for
this country, this country as it 1s, and
trnis Union as it is, and I will never
agree to dissolve it for the formation
of any new one.l8

Opposition to a War With Mexico

After Mr. Webster had retired from the Cabinet and
engaged In law practice for several years, he was returned
to the Senate. In a letter to his son, he wrote:

While we feel as we ought about the
annexation of Texas, we ought to keep in

18 John M. Botts, The Great Rebellion, 83-4.




view the true grounds of objectlion to that

measure. These grounds are, =- want of

constitutional power, =- danger of a war

with Mexlico, danger of too great an extent

of territory, and danger of the increase of

slave representation.ig

When Congress assenbled again in December, 1845,
their attention was focused on the admission of Texas.
¥r. Webster again stated his objections to the measure.

Fe expressed his opposition to thils method of obtaining
new territory by resolution instead of by treaty, end as
endancering tne Constltution and tne Union by increasing
the alreacdy existlng inequality of representation, and ex-
tending the area of slavery.

Van Duren, in a letter printed in the Washington
Clobe, declared that Mexlco had said that the acquisitlon
of Texas would be consldered an unfriendly act. Thus, Le
belleved that a war would result if the United States
should annex Texas.

In his Ralelgh letter, Henry Clay stated that he
would not plunge the Unlted States into a war for the
acquisition of Texas. @e considered the annexation of
Texas wlthout the consent of Mexico as a measure involving
the country certainly 1ir 2 war with Mexico, probably with
other powers, and not called for by any general expression

20
of public opinion.

18 lienry Cabot Lodge, op. cit., 289=090,
20 Carl Schurz, Life of Henry Clay, II, 244.
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RBoth the South and the lorth were dissatisfied with
the letter. The South clamored for Texus at any cost, and
the North was dissatisfied because 1t did not put forward
slavery as the main reason for repelling Texas.

On February 28, 1345, John Quincy Adams, speaking of
the possage of the resoluntion annexing Texas to the Tnited
States, wrote in his dlary:

The day passes, and leaves scarcsely
a distinct trace upon the memory of any-
thing, and precisely because, among number-
less other objects of comparative insigni-
ficance, the heaviest calamity that ever
befell myself and my country was thig day
consumneted eseeessee L t0ook In this
transaction no part save that of silent
voting. 1 regard it as the apoplexy of
the constitutlon.

21 Allan Kevins, The lLlary of John wulncy Adams, 574.
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